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i‘ABSTRACT . .

.

Thzs study examzned the roles, funct1ons, and
effectxveness of a*%roup of teachers who became Instructional Leaders

"(1Ls), assuming major responsibility for assuring the 1mplementat1on'

of a voluntary school improvement program within their respective
schools. The program, called SITIP (School Improvement Through
Instructional Process), and initiated by the Maryland State R
Department of Educatzon, supported local education agengzes in their

adopt1on and 1mplementat1on of four research based znstructxonai

Teaching Variables. Data were collected for the IL study from local

- educators; students, and state teghnxcai assistants in the form of

- observational 1nterv1ews, quest:onna:res, ‘and aocument ~analysis.

summarized in the -form of recommendations. For a. teacher to be
successful as an IL: (1) implementation in the first year should. be
limited to the-teacher's school; (2) ILs should be given sufficient °
time to_plan 'and develop enodéh;ﬁatériéIS'Ibr,é complete course.
before implementation begins; (3) the IL should be involved from the.

initial phﬁsés of planning and training; (4) IL expertise in the

instructional model is necessary;, (5) IL leadership style should be
democratic; (6) ‘the two key tasks of the IL are training and coaching
other teachers_in the 1nnovatzon' and (7) administrative support is
essential for IL Success. (Jp) )
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‘ This study examined the roles,,functions, and’ effectiveness of a group of

tepchﬁrs who, in _addition to their traditiongl claserom robgs, became instruc-

. tional 1eaders {ILsYy,* assuming majof responsibility for assdring implementation
of a voluntary school improvement program within their respectfve schools.

This program; called SITIP (School Improvement Through Instructional Process),.'

was initiated b he Maryland State.Department”of, Edﬁcation, which supported . ~ |
local educationxgééncies (LEA8s) in- their’ adopgion -and dmpiementation of fodur |
‘research-based_instructional ‘models: Active Teaching (AT), Mastery learning K
(ML);‘Studeﬁt Team Learning (8TL), and Teaching Variables (TV) E \

.‘ - N

Data were collected from local educators (principals; teachers; central V-

office staff) students, and the statettachnicaL-assistants assigned to provide

support in the eight (8) projects in the seven (7): LEAs with teachers as \

.instructional 1eaders. Four general methods of data collection werejnsed 1y

observatiens-of training and planning activities and-at yigits to achools; .2) -

interviews with key- LﬁA and SEA staff; 3) quescionnaires ‘given to participants ‘xl,

of critical events_ andrtb 1oca1 implementers, and' 4) document-analysis of | \

~ e d - L 1

* materials such ‘as LEA’ proposals and data summaries of cognitive and affective Ve
" measures of student impact. e :

- iesults of the study indicated several factors or conditions related to " . i

:he success of teachers as. instructional leaders: These factors/conditions

' ' §

_are summarized here in the form of recommendations.
T N : ’
For a teacher to be successful-as an IL: . < o :

L4

",; : é Implementation in the firét year shonld be iimited to the

- teacher's school, preferably in one gr two grades in one

subject area at the’ eieméntary level; with a team of teachers '

-

I~ at the middle school level, or within a single department at
' the high school 1eve1 ¥

The teachers involvediinighe project should be given tifie to -

plan and develop enough materials for a complete course before

' implementation begins: It; 18 most-.desirable for the innova-

tion to be used for at least a full semester in a given .

1S ‘subject for a given grade or class. ThHis suggests that ILs -

work with other teachers on planning and development in blocks .

of time e.g:; during the summer vacation: Also; teachers need

'gommgniplanning time to review and improve “pilot" version
materials., g o S s
\ Y R ‘ . -

.
[ ]

e In orde? to have a sense of awﬁéf;;E% of the project and to
" vdevelop the necessary expertise, the IL should be involved in o ]

Vand accountability which: are characteristics of successful ILs.

a - -
LR

[N

;:* Paper presented by Jane Kenney and Jane Roberts KResearch for Better Schools)

at the annual meeting“of the American Educational Research Association, New .
Orleans; April 1984. ' IR S ’ '
_ . £; . T -



.~ . L. - . RN .2

:i‘ To manage the project within his or her own school, the 1L

- .does not need to have a position of authority (e.g.; depart-

‘ment head), but does need expertise in the model; and; the

principal's. acknowledgement and support. However; if the IL-

- : isfre:?onsible for expanding the model tJ other sites; central
-office support is essential.’ The support from administrators
éhould be democratic and- proétammatic rather: than authori-

.

(The leadership styld of an effective teacher leader is . ,
. AY

democratic, allowing other teachers to participate'in

decision-making, treating teachers with coileagueaiity and

"mutual respect, and sharing responsibility for. project

( success. _The major types of behaviors _engaged in by

thén maintaining tasks assigned to them by admintstrators.

The two key tasks performed by ILs are training and coaching‘}/
. other teachers .implementing the innovation. Iks. need
B credibility (expertise or a position of authority) and
principal support- to be successful;trainers]coaches in their =~
- own school, tand must also have central office suﬂEbtt (e.g.;
acknowledgement, release time) to train/coach teachers-at ,
other schools within the district and in other LEAs.

¥

Administrative support for IL success includgg ackﬁowledge-

@

) : Administrators may also providg indéntiv%s such as arranging B }
Te for ILs of several schools or districts to meét together and /
share experiences, or to present their projects to outside
_— aud . ' ool - - )
w2 audiences o .= -

Teachers can be effective ILs if the cond tions mentioned above aﬁé -
present.r Teachers expand . their roles _beyond the classroom, becoming involved
in; plannigg and decision-makiﬂg,fand increasing communication and _ coordination
ambng scﬁool staff These activities‘hppeal to teachers and could be

considered in assessment of/p;?fessional growth \

N L - L ) - . e

“
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room TO}E Of tha fﬁﬂchet‘, qt\‘dying SuC l faC tOl‘S aG t edchers k.\flowledg_e 005

lt",

subject mat&er *and” their c1assroom managementiﬁ@chniques (e. g., Btophy, 1979'v

meer & Fvertson, 1981) Current concern about teacher quality also suggesrs

LTS

~that asséssment and rewards are based on’ the teacher's performance in ‘the’

I3

claséroom (e”gis Neweombe; 1983) Haqwever, resedrch and practice in school
‘, __'\‘ ( . ;

N

“

Y

to the teacher s role.; These f?ctorg include teacher involvement'in planning,

-
-

hv\ B

decxsion—making, and é&oblem solving activities (e -3 Firestone, 1977 Loucks,'

2 . ' .J

1982; Louis et al.; 1981;-Robegts et al., 1982), which should be legitimatety

;;.; (

I ! N . . ¢ ° 13
r X R

instructional leaderq (ILs), aséumiﬁg majbﬁ‘respbnsiﬁility for assurlng impie~

mentatlon of a voluntary school 1mprovement program within thelr respective
)
- ) + . N N :’.' . {( .
schools. .ot ) i 5 :
This orogram, called éifiﬁ.(échooi improvement Throuéh instfuctionai;
k
Process), was initiated by the Maryland State Department of qucation, which

- .
v

supported local education agencies (LEAs) in their adoption and Impiementation
. . 5 ‘

of four research—based instructional models: Actxve Teaching (kT), Mastery (-

Learning (ML), Student Team Learning (STL), and Teaching Variables (TV)

e While staff involved included teachers, schooi adminxstrators and central

bffice stafﬁ;iin,most of the 29 projects-xn‘the state; primary,leadership;

a -
.

3

¢

e :

™
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llowever,-at eight %rojeéts a teacher‘or team of teachers assumed major
résponsibility for the project s success. JIn general; tﬁé§ provided informa- _

\tion and sﬁpport 'to other implementing teachers and/or had a great deal of
L3 ,7", . .

influence on project decisions (e g= extensive inftuence on the désjgn and

deVelopment of materials and proceddres) Tﬁésé teachers aEé o J
considered to be instructionaLvIeaders and are the subject o

f this papér
Folloning a description oi methods and measures used, operationa1 fg:tqrs
) ' i f .
ER? diécuSSed; t‘t‘iles and 'a'ccompltkshments are reViewed;\ ?nd COﬂClUS;OﬂS' 0
presented. ST e J

-

f .‘ﬁeihbaé,aﬁ&-i&ééé&?éé'

- - »

A

{ <

v -

and one—half years ‘of the STTEP program.*f This period ran from December 1980

_ o
4 .

to June 1983 with the first nine months consisting of training and&\repara+

tion, followed by implementation whxch began in September or October ﬁ981 ~
Y : .
" The following résearch quthions are addressed

o What are the rotes and responsibilities “f the IUs and how-did
they evolve? . .

.

) What factors inflnencedxthe relative effectiveness of ILs? .

o o How éffective wvere the ILs in bringing about impdementation of

o the instructional process in terms of local quectivés '

S specified in district plans and in terms of impact on students i
\ 3 ::}ﬁd tééchers" o z B 2 . o ;; 7

Four general methods;of‘data‘colléction'ﬁéré used: (1) observations of - * -

training and planningtactivities and at visits to schools; (2) interviews with

-

e

key LEA and SEA staff; (3) questionnaires gives to participants”of critical

N - v i X o i ) {

% Other réports relating to Maryl nd's school “improvement prograt are listed:
fgn the bibilography. | S : :i" O

yi



Tt - . W
events and to . local imp1ementers,,and ) document analvsis of materials” sich

K - .
as LE& proposals and data-summaries oficognttive and affective measures of,

student impact; . T ] s -7

-

provide sugport related to eight (8) projectq in seven (7) LEAs thag had

AN M

N teachers as instructional leaders.* ety . -
. ) ' . .
) \ B :s
ors infiuencing the Roles, Responsibilities‘ . 55

°

;1eve1 of authosfty of the iLs within their school.. These operational factors

functioned as "inpats" to the projects implemented, influencipg the role and
effeccivenéqs QI/Zhe ILs. Table 1 presents tﬁé’factcrgliﬁ operation in the - .’

fall of 19&1, summarizing key elements of ‘local’ plans. Eacﬁ set of factors isid\ .

Nature and Complexity of*the Instructional,Models
——
: = _ E
Fach LEA selected one or ‘more of four ipstructional modEIS'

Iiﬁnovations);
described. - . . ¢ - .o .

.

S ' . . - X

. of teachers. > . . :
s . : 7 B , o ) D :

4

**,Complexity-is defihed as? knowledggr—— amount of new information to bg~
acquired; materials -- redesign and/or. development of new materiaia:igeﬁﬁods

—--_amount of change required im -classryom and/or S¢ ool',apd organization —
degree of role change and administrative action required. ] ‘ - .
f“ ) h , ’ . ’ + ’ ‘ . .

.

.7 : o : o
S ;’ 3 LT e > : :
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o, Active Teaching (AT) is a system of: direct instruction
developed .by Thomas Good:iand Douglas Grouws at the University
of Missouri. AT comsists of: ‘(1) Pre-lesaon development -~

N

. homework review; and ‘mental exercises; (2) Lesson development
=7 - *-.prerequisite skikls review, new concepts demonstrated, and

-student controlled practice; (3) Seatwork == individual .

practice; -(4) Homework; and (5) Review/maintenance -- weekly

ILa implemented AT: . i

" AT 1is relatively simple requiring little new knowledge:

‘and end-of-unit reviews. ,Two out of the eight projedts with

S

Additional materials may need to be: developed for homework;
but few major changes are required in the cilasgroom or school.
No role changes ®r new administrative action are required,

. with the possible exception of an active policy about
»Homework. T - e '

Y

"0 Mdstery Learning (ML), developed by Benjamin Blook and James

° 'Q;ock; combines curriculum alignment and diagnostic/prescrip-4
tive instruction with a philosophy that all students can
succeed. Espential components are: (1) developing a scope

and, sequence of objectives; (2) providing appropriate
ingtruction aligned with the objectives to be mastered; (3)
ing tl g the objectives
measure; (4)
istery with

testing the student's progress in masterin

through the use of a formative evaluation

providing students who have not achieved m

-additional corrective work in the deficient areas specified by
.the formative test, and providing, students who have achieved
mastery with enrichment activities to reinforée and supplement

learning; (S)Jtesgiﬁgifiﬁgﬁ mastery of the objectives with a
summative evaluation measure, and (6) recording student
progress in terms of individual mastery of specific objec~

tives. "Mastery” is usually defined as 80% of the gﬁjéééiﬁéé;\:{

" in a given unit of instruction. Three out of the eight
‘projects with TLs implemented ML. , ' R
™= - . L Y .
‘ML is fairly complex, requiring new knowledge in curriculum -

-~ and assessment, analysis and development; and subsequent

- seléction, redesign or development of appropriate materials.
The way things ate done change8 in the ciassroom and the )
school sinte instructibn becomes more structured; and record

- keeping and curriculum alignment make new' demands on faculty.

- ' Administrafive action 1s required to arrange for "planning
-time" for-analysis and developments and to facilitate test
scorisg and record-keeping. Als:grteachers' roles change -

an the usual effort in

somewhat since ML ré&quires more sual effc o
analysis and -development of systematic diagnostic/prescriptive

instruction. . . L R '
o Student Team Learning (STL) “techniqies use peer tutoring and

team competition to facilitate student learning: Student

i

Team-Achievement Divisioins (STAD) and Teams-Ggmes-Tournaments
- (T6T}—ere developed ‘by Robert Slavin and staff at the Johns
- Hopkins) Universf{ty. Jigsaw was started at the University of

- | S -

ty




- changes in delivery of- instructic

Texas by Elliott: Aronqon who 1s curréntly at the Univereity of
alifornia at Santa Cruz. The key factors 'of STL are peer

iteraction,: cOOperation, and competition. One out gf the

eight projects with ILs implémented STL. _

S

STL requires knowledge of grouping procedares, appropriate

1,- and methods of assessing“
and recording student achieve . Materials need to-be -

purchased or developed to fi§ peer learning. Changes are v

- required in classroom practife but few are required from a . e

3chool perspective. No role or. administrative changes are
required although the principal's support is helpful in .
publicizing(stpdent successes. . - g

Teaching Variables (TV) was deve10ped by David Helms &hd‘staﬁf

at Research for Better Schools, fic. (RBS) Two vartabtes,are

‘addressed. The "content.' variabl encompasses two-fact

" (1) assessment of _prior, learning, and (2) alignment of

curriculum objectives and classroom instructionito the teqting
instrument. The "time" variable -improvement cycle invoives//

(1) measuring student engaged_ time (SET) via classroom P

observation; (2) comparing SET to res rch data in order to
determine ‘level of predicted achievemiég and opportunity’ for
improvement, (3) reviewing and selecting rééearch-based \ -
improvement Strategies, (4) implementfng strategies}, and €5)

evaluating the effectiveriess of the strategies in improving

SET via additional’ classroom observations: Two out of the N

eight projects with .ILs implemented TV. Only gne project f\)'

implemented both the "time" and "content" variables.

TV 18. most complex 1f both variables arge addressed.f New

" knowledge is required relating to analysis and development for -

"cortent” (which is similar to Mastery Learning since it

requires alignment of curriculum,_ inst/uction, and tests)
For "time;" participants need to know how to observe, code,
and analyze students' "engagement - rate{ §ompare findﬂngs with .

given norms and/or desireg results, then determine an
implement improVement strategies. Extenglve materials; o
used for analysis (provided to tra%ﬁﬁes hy developergﬂ; Also;
in order to ensure curriculum align nt (for the’ content ‘
variable) appropriate materials may need to be developed. At

the school level, faculty meeting time is used’ to determine

improvements, some of which' .may, ‘be. school-wide. Since .

‘teachers are observed by their peers or school administrators,

organization changes occur te facilitate scheduling - This:

~dimension (organization) is made fiore complex since teachersj

“ change their role == to become observers and to increase:

efforts:in systematic diagnosticfpreScriptive instructional
improvement.,' _ )7 . . : Lo~
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The three types of implementation strategies used by the LEAS with

teachers as ILs ?re described here. ' .o~

K3

o The Eilot/district strategy involves one or a few schools in

“the first year with® commitment from central office to become

actively involvig in dissemlnatlon/lmplementation to many more

schools 1n subséquent years:. One ML project and one TV

project ‘with ILs used this'type of strateéy. T )

Q Capacity building,is essentially a staff development approach

A which encourages voluntary -implementation following training :

conducted 'by those first involved with SlTlP .One, ATAprojecf

¢
¢

o The lighthouse schooT‘strategy focuses implementatlon/of anf

. innovatfon in a single school. ““One AT, two ML,- one STL; and

——————— s
Lt

) one’TV project with ILs used this txpe of strategy.

-~ 'i'

Pachvof the eight projects began implementation of the model ln a slngle

‘ <9

lementation . , _ ' .

Scope of . implementation is-summatized in Table 2, and involves the

\ 3

following dimensions‘ number of schools, teachers* grade levels, subject

/*
areas, and tlme spent’

a . . .
v N

0 Schools - During the first year each project was in a single
school. Only two projects remained in a single school during

“the serond year of implementation, with the tbtal number of

schools increasing from eight to 23,17 of which wereé _ - N

'secondary schools. . . S

a

o Teachers --.From year 1 to year 2, the number of teachers 2
increased from-96 to 2523 with between three and 40 involved
in any single school during year one, ‘and between 3 and.150°

involVed;in any single district during yeay two of the
project: - A1l ILs and ‘two or three "pilot" teacliers from each
‘site received. fairiy lntensiVe training from the SEA and/or

model . dévElopers during the first year of the project. Most

» R

other, teathers were trained by ILs, with assistance from SEA

) staff in some cases..; ,
\ M - . b

K _Ezgggg -= In the first year, four projects focused on \

secondary grade levels; three focused on middle school grade

levels, and one focused on grades 3-4. . Four. projects involved
" " additional grade 1evels in- the second years

‘
fl -

SR 712

- with an IL used this type of strategy. : e
|

.

MY

®iw



~* Subject areas -- Mathematics, lar

" and soclal studies were each uss ‘six projects, with only
two projedts using a single subiect. (Single subject focus
increased classroom time for iven model with resqlting
evidence of impact on student’ eftent . ) Diverse other

subjects were included by fivei"'”iicts;' - .

o Time spegt'-— Two:of the eight proiects (hpth lmplementing ML)
used the selected instructional model for a given subject and’

grade level for two full school wyears. Othérs each used their

models for at least one unit of instruction. For TV, each

iglage arts/reading, science; .

participating teacher. was "time-on~task" observed three timeq.gi

- Table 2 |
B * « “Projects’ Scope: Years One and Two ;
Projects . I # Schools | # Teachers | # Grades | # Subjects
. . Yr.l Yr.2 Yr.l Yr.2 Yr:l Yr.2 Yr:1 Yr.2
Allendale = - | - 1s 1s | - 3 3| 4 3 R B
Batdwin ~1s | 55 | 40 150 | 3 6 | 15 | 15
Burlington ~ | #1E | 3E |. 3 | 137 2 SN IS SR
Centrall. - 1S 1s 3| 6] 3 |t T2 3%
o ‘| 2E B '
Central 2 - is | 3s 18 | 23| 3 | 3 T
_ o ) ) o % o S I N
Franklin -~ | 18 .| 1S 12 5| 2 2 4 . 4.
. ._5\ . . . : o . . o o -
Garrison 1s | 25 -| 7 03 0 PR I T T B
Miiiersville o 1s 1 4 | 16 ’27 L 4 ‘9 4" 4+ |
, q 1E ' A ‘ .
. N :
Totals : %, | 75 |1i7s | 96 | 252 -
- 1E - 6E <
[ T Sk - v
Yr.l = Fall 1981 to Spying 1982 : ? g
Yr.2 = Fall 1982 to Spring 1983
s - = Secondary N ‘ ¢ .
E = Eiementéry K
' e ;
L - I
. - e

L4l



P;ojéct Relationship to Local Priorities .:. B ': B 7 7i :

. . A

- i y N

room effectiveness, 1in only one LEA was the moder adopted (Mastery MEarning)

v
-

as a statéd'district priority. 1In another EEA, the principal 8 priority was

to build .a cohesive and effective staff team inm a new school, and he:-used two
SlTIP models (Student Team Learning and Teaching Variables) to help achieve
that goal. As implementation began (fa11 1981) the five'bther projects were

working outside local priorities. In the second §eér;'as.thrée of those

)

projects demonstrated success, greater support was provided to the ILE..

Success of a project within the IL's own school was dbt strongly influenced by

ey rd

.

;Succéssful éxpansion to other_schoolqﬁwas only possible when centra] ‘office:

support was given, and that oééﬁffé&_aﬁi§ when the SITIP' projéct was, awarded

greater priorit$. - C .

LEA ParticipationginASEAaBianning and Training Activities

- . A

teachers) to the six training and planning activities sponsored by the QEA

‘that individual representation would be sustained 1n drder to maintain a sense

of continuity,'and to build a cross—hierarchical knowledge base anﬂ,consensus

about the modei and how it was to be implemented. In each of the efght -

3

projects, cross—hierarchical teams’ attended- SEA—sponsored events, and’the

I

teachers assigned as instructional leadera attended at least two: training and

two planning activities, with the exception of the ILs in one LEA who vere not
as heaVily involved in planning during the first year of the project: Partic-

<

tpation in initial planning and training activities gave the iLs a sense of

. ; ‘. | 2 :124 : 5 - %
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ownership in the project and. built their expertise in the model. Their - ;

involvement and expertise made them eligible candidates for the role of

i{nstructional leader: = - - s o *

Lével of 'Authority of the Instructionat Leaders . o

« _ \ R o= ’- - . L D T il il

. In two of the projects the IEs had prior positions of authority within

Y

their schools. Qne IL was a department head who performed his leadership-

P

role in,éddition to teachiné; Gﬁiie the other IL was a curriculum coordinating -

. le )

teacher who did not have classroom responsibilities. ~ o,
In a third’project, the it had previously been a teacher in the pilot.

school but was reldased by central office from her classroom duties to

coordinate the ML project fuli time in her own school, and to eventually

a

In the remaining five projects, leadership responsibilities evolved and

were carried out-in addition to. regular classroom dities: ILs in four of
rhese'projeéts were given release time to’condu%r training durihg the seCon&
.year - of the project. The léadership role was.legitimized primarili by the

teachers' expertise and the effort and energy they invested '_% -

Relationships of Operational Factors to the IL Role - »

- N

ILs werg involved with all four models and with three of the four imple—

mentation strategieslused 1n the ‘state. ﬂpey all began in a single schqol,
with'various lpvels ‘of LEA intqrest or‘priority. ParticipatiBn An initial
'pianning and training was high. Initial levels of authority varied.
E %he modéls most importans influencg on IL& related tO’COmplegitYi'.

el

- :
[

4"

classroom—contained\innovations required less management and coorgination and”-

o& ILs (as long as they were in a single school). ML and TV,

were easier
o a

v -

‘requiring sore
s

’

“«



- , : IR
management skills. However, ILs did manage complexity effectively if they had,
leadership experiénce and/or.school administrators provided logistical '

support.f . , ' : ' v ' . , - .
a "" . . P '; : - ., .~

&

The most influential feature of the implementation strategles was the

3
- - JERDE I P

fact that they all began i a single school --"allowing ILs to get started in

a. familiar environment. ‘When éxpansion was planned’ ILs Were hot effectiye -
) . . N

stafboy - - s LA |
In terms of scope, ILs were most effective if they worked intensively *.,
rather than broadly, with a few. teachers rather than many, aiming for a step-=
; A , |
by-step series,of.success’s rather than a.brodd range. “This area related to

.

- B ‘7'7 ~ 77‘] 7 o K e
- student achieveméﬁt; with gredter evidém:e of .accompiishment when a model was

complete course) Broad implementation involved many teachers (increasing'

- )
e - -
% . -

By . o

students. . k _ oo . : :

/

Administrators £££2£ influenced Ib success in that when the proJect.

~

supported a pr,ncipal 5 pridrity fts could be sure of encouragement and

priority (one case) Its' anthority increased.' Principals or central office :
staff who considered the projects relatively unimportant increased the burden

on ILs, whose exper&ise was not bolstered by legitimate authority to persuade'

ra
other Eeécheré to participate. ¢ ) . , } ‘-
- ) X .

ngparticipation in initial planning and training was very 1mportant

> .

s

lity. A Lo . ' . L

o
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.

.Levels of authority were less important tham the leadership style : )

~-

L employed However, in the beginning, Ehe three ILs who had "titles other

L&

2

than 'teacher: got activities underway mdre quickly and demonstrated greater

» n

'confideEEE; .bagk of iegitimate authority ‘meant that ILs either had to use

<

- democratic 1eadership skiiifully or rely on administrative support Even

.
skiilfull ILs could not expand to other schools without central office

_ -
777777777777 . EEEN ’ - . .t - . .
Support. T . B ~\
¢ : T N o

N .
»

The Roles, Responsibiltties, and Accomplishments

of the Instructional Leaders . )

 There wére'éiggkey tasks undertaken by the ILs. There were also three

key dimensions’of the IL role that were found to have strong influence on the

success of the ILs. In the following discussion the -1ls are degcribed in

. TR - < S . : .
terms of these tasks and dimensions; and their a:3§§%iishments are -reviewed.

N\

Tasks Undertaken , , )
O { -

There werg six key tasks undertaken by the %Ls: training; coaching; -

ligking, developing, monitoring; aaar5a51iéiiiﬁg;

irainingo The training\provided by the ILs was similar €o the training

- L «

provided By State st ff which was in turn influenced by the'Brude Jche modetl

~

f effective training for maximum transfet of knowledge and-skills. in -
. . i - . .
general, training conéiétéd of tragitional ﬁorksﬂops/whére thé IL ﬁrBViaéa a
‘l " ] ] '7(7 f

knowledfe base for the model dimonstration of the *skills necessary for

’

implementation of the model, and opportunities for participants to practice

/ ‘,,,,
were provided and participants\were ed!ouraged to participate actively. ILs

traingd«four different kinds of audiences. teachers,in their own school f6

Projgrts); teachers in other schools within the diatrict (5 projects),

. 7‘. ' - B | ' .. - | ,),
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) D
t y

training at least one'type of ‘audiences During the first year of implementa—

3
tion, most of the training was limited to the teachers within the iL s\school

whereas during year é&o many of the ILs were given release time to train

teéCHérs in other schbpls.w1th1n the LEA. The ILs in two  LEAs trained all -
r / - o - :
\ g - - e

four types Of audiefices. o TN s

[N

'efféctive staff develbpment; coaching consisted of individual assistance to .

rrtéachErs 55 they attempted “to implement the model within their ciassrooms.\

'

By

-t All of the ILs provided assistance to teachers. However, the TLs in oniv two

LEAs provided oaching on a systenatic basis: - In one- of those LEAs, thc IL

was given full time responsibility by central office to cg%rdinate and )

disseminate the ML prdject and therefore had the time to train teachers and
. e oL S SR
provide systematic follow-up assistance. As a result of the success of ML
;during :he first year of;the pfojéée; the tt Eééﬁ?@iéﬁ the second LEA was -~

given one—half ‘of a day per month release time to train and coach other

I »

teachers in their district The remaining.ILs provided assistance,if

requested; usuaily using tgeir own "free" time. . .
i .
tiﬁkiﬁg. in four projects—the "IL§ were considered to.be the linker or

key’ contact for the project.‘ Tﬁese iLs were contacted by“state staff

a -
educqtors within the district'and across the state; and others interestéd'in.

".

LA

iy

A~

o~

U
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had been given a great deal of-autonomy frbm central. office to manage the
T I C
‘project: Administrators were the key: contacts for communlcation/linking

"purposes at ‘the other four -projects with teachers as-ILs;‘ .

. .Developing. hThe amount’ 8f timéispent om- developingxmaterials was related

',-Ea*Ehé model Béiﬁg iﬁﬁiéﬁéﬁéé&; Active Teaching and Teaching Variables (ﬁimez///

V-4

Y

required little materiais development whiie Mastery fearnIng, Student Team
. . N 9 ] .

Leatning, and Teaching Variables (cdntent)»required more effort in this area;

At all thnee of the ML sites, the Tts assisted in materials development~but by

: Vnrying ways. One D£ tHe ML fts wnrked along with his teacher team to devetop

materials for an entire. Year s codrse in one grade 12vel/sub1ect matter area

v

at ome schooi, He persuaded central office staff to use project money to pay

x the teacher team'to'develop the materiais'duriﬁg the preéeding summer éo,that
impiementation could begin‘immediately on a full time basis. The second ML IL’
‘\p N /

pr1ncipal. “Teachers i a variety of subjeqt areas developed materials ror'two;
t. A ‘. - :

or three units of instruction. The iL team at the third ML site provided

TN
district.' The teachers implementing ML at thi§ third site developed units Eor

.s, -

an éntire course in ‘one subject area.; The TL team at the TV site 1mplementing

) ~ -
the content variable designed a form for teachers _to- record when - each
. .\ ’ . - i ] ,. ~
curriculum ob1éctivé was taught and tested. During thé first yéar‘bf the '7/_

h rn
Anterested educa‘torq could,loc‘k} at the‘ i withicut kn"o'win'g the identities of
a A—V
S ‘S
the teachers.r The 1Ls at the remaining four sites.yere not involved in

‘m’ateri’als development;; ' T )

2 : L ST : . i

3
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~ - -
R - - .
» . [N . . -

e ,';'",,tc e . ’
Monitoring. Monitoring, liké. materiaﬁe developmentj;is related to -the 3

model Béihg'impiemented: Monitoring or. observing teachers is an inherent parc

\ .
of the Teaching Variablis‘model and in both TV site§, ILS mbnitored teacHers.

However, in the othér three models, monitoring is not a requirement out thei

LILg in three non-TV projects engaged in monitoring. Alllthree“of these s
5 T 2
'had legitimate authority so they had the credibility to monitor teachers; :

e \ u 2!
However, they used the1r authority in different wayS'which was reflected in_
thetr monitoring styie. One;"democratic" 1L engaged in subtle monitoring for -
¢ ’
the purposge of heiping his teacher team to implement the model mé&e effec—-

tiveiy; The bther two Its managed their’proJeets with a more; authoritarian

AL ‘ ,
ieadership styie, and monitored the teachers to insure that they were +

impiementxng the models according to stribt speeiﬂicationq ‘k. -

-

~Pubﬂicizing. Another task engaged in by some of the 1Ls was publicizing
-their project and sharing th {r expertiqe outside their own schoot system:
)
’

The IL from thrée projects helped state staff train And assiet other bEﬁs at

T

events; the IL fecam from one TV project helped other ﬁEAs train theif\tiaEBEEé

- . -

ito lcarn the complex coding)system used to mgasure time-on-task. Anothér IL
/

was asked by the state technical assistaﬂt_to'aseist;in a.presentdtion:on »l

RASEEEY 1éafﬁiﬁg‘ giyen;atfthe 1983 American 'Educétiopélieéearch Aéé.ociéition

cbnféréncé iﬁ.Maﬁtréai; rﬁé.tﬁira IL Has recerve& réqué;ts from other LEKé

’ -
7 - - ’J}

- [y ~
' . . . “

&

1

v

f~ |

state sponsored training activitiesaN’As a résuIthf this exposure at training
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ﬁ;. Dimensigns of .the Role ) S e ’ -

The’ d1memsions of the 1L role influeqcin? qucoesq were (l)?powe; 7
S o : S ; - -
influence, (2) level of support and 1nf1uence over resources, and (3} R

<y \

accountability for project Succéss

.

- . - 7 . R £

POWer and influerce. Handy*(t978 p. 152) defines source;
3 ””ks”'

of\power,
\

( thnt the threﬂ'

) R o 1",'. ©
. w:; interrelated"e g5 Participative management implies expert power
- , r e
sources, influence by persuasion, and response by internal:zation " This

ILs had 1egitimate position power in dddition to

Nipértise; aﬁa’sa could iﬁnd two did) ise ru1es or tradition of authoritv A

with compliance as a responqe (bureaucratic or authoritarian; In additiong

-

at ore site, ILsS had no posIfTBn power yet with the backing Q§ centrnj oftice’

»

functloned bureaucratically, using rules and persuasfbn to applv eXpertise

p \ - -
ProjéctlsuCCEss* Wéé r.élété’d to hCW %he IDS. used theirr'ﬁut_h‘orIty; (i;e;; s

-

' democratic s authoritarian). ﬁemocratic‘uieadership' led 'Eé more effective
projécts. Authoritariah 1eadféship minimized partictpatory decision—making

Relative invﬁlvementzin decision—makiﬁg was important:» There were three.

L ® o ) ] . N e
patterns of involvement: teacher-teams; cross hierarchical teams; and

)

administrative teams. Three ﬁféjééEé?Eéd teacher teams sharing in deciston-

;o . -‘ﬁ
making with‘the 1L in éﬁéfgé; (fhe principal and central office staff were
- \’ - ﬂ L. —-

supportive but not directly involved ) fn three other'projects; the teachers
i

were part of a cross-hierarchical .tean. Two sites had administrative tewns in .\

U SR
which the IlLsworked with school based admidistrators and,centraiébffipé staff
I o, ( : : L - X S
* Project success was defined-as achievement of LFA ohjéctivés_aslﬁtétéd in

R -
. ~

their plans. 9ee Page 19 for further discussion

A

K 7’
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to pian and then guided teachers in implementation - All thréé pattérns,of

‘Invoivemejt were succgssful, except in one case where adm1nistrat1ve ﬁ%sition

-

power over ruied IL expertise, minimiz,ng real participatory det1Qion—making

ties,; whiie thbsé with less position power or inferest’ w!§i.mome likely to
. {

maintain the grogram; Projects were most successfur~when the Il was

5 -

-according to project needs as indicated by the abilities of the other staff
[

invoived in the project. 'Aﬁth ritarian leadership (used at threc 91tes)
e . R

s
) wtth project continuity énd growth . S . : J

0 ) B _
Resources and support IL influenceloVérzrééourcg% and legel of supp

from édm’iﬁi-étfat‘éf;e; Varied among the projects. 1In the majority of cases,
¥ . \ - b ) ! - : ) . -
central office staff controlled the resourcéé . Howéver,fin two caéés, the ILs

had strong influence ove%ireﬁpurce allocations buﬁ used their influence 1n.

" different ways: She IL used the money to buy rglease time which enab%ed the |

0

teacher team to focus efforts 1eading to high student and teacher impact\v;Th

. 1

other‘IL negotiated with administrators to- use project moneg'dn other wavs

»

. p

that resulted in diversity of effort with less evidence of classroom impact.

In thréé cases, administrative support in the flrst year.was minimal,

" glving the ILs a- high degre{,of autonomy‘which wasg used democratically to

-

. build moderately successful projects in each Qf the three schools. However;

. | A ~
1n the sécond-year problems occurred in two cases due to over—rzliance on a

———————— ~

éingle individuazé/’ln one LEA, the IL left after the first year of implemenr

tation. In the cond LEA, the IL who was a classroom teachef with no

r 4

1egitimate authority, Had difficulty disseminating the modei beyond his own

schoolr Ih both caqemy SEA staff had to assist centrai of fice staff in

¢ . <

o



: .o oy ‘ L .
e\tpanding to other schoola+iand 4n éncouraging projéct aaaaeaeé;e; in the ¢

original schools. In six\}f the eight cases, sppport of the pro1ect‘from

' - ..

administrators was programmatic Programmatic support frﬁn-central office-led

¢

to project success except in two—cases where programmattc support was coup]ed

\

A » : . : : ;
: : SN

cobpbrative support from teachers. . -

. -
s

Accountabllity, Accountability for success (the,various rewards and -

punishments) was suRposed to be shared by the chss—hierarchical team, with

;- ‘,.

d

prfmary responsibility assiimed by the official "projert direct r, (usually
\~_central off£’ staff): In practice, the ILs todk majot‘respopjzahiity For'
. T " i

prbjééE-éﬁé&é%s. 'While_this. gree of responsibility was not surprising for

™ ‘v L

the‘Three -TILs. with legitimate iﬁthority; it appeared‘to be = n'w,experience
FR ,

Jfor the others. Only in two cases did the sense of accountabiliry Fade in’ the :

A -

£
first year, and project ‘plans required additional effo%t in' the second year.

IS

‘\

second);;ar - where there had Keen minimal admintstrstive support in the/',

- . N

2.
In one of these two cases, where individual 1L advocacy and accountability
\ \ [3 : .

F} 0 ' .
faded, the 11, .had high autonomy but }nsuff}cient power snd influence ‘p L

- . N

achieve second year objective\‘(and gradualiy w?thdrew to a sphere where he ,

A

could maintaiq his responsibéé&ties) In the other c&se, bureaucracy and.

' 'relatiyely 1ow succ 8§ erodid the IL's acceptance of accountabillty for
success. -’ S P . i - .

suﬁmar‘."éuccesgfui ppojects had ILs who treated fellsw teachers with
- - » . .
\'.

- colleagu*ality and,mutual qespect, and who iéaéivéa coopératiVé'support rather, *

— J B * )
than Comp ce. }ln e of the two cases where these‘con’— iens were'not -
. _}.‘_‘: A ) B ’ .

» , N v

. FR:

present, centr'l office support wéé'saféauéfatic and t ,rL had an authori- -

¢, _{,

with bnieaucratic control »/Bureaucratic.control 1ed to compliance rather than-

N

A



t - .
*wa bureaucratic, compliant 1eadership style from the IL, which in turn led to

' o .
'.tomptiant rather than cooperative support from the‘tenchers involved. Ib is

apparent that the interactions between the: dimensions of the TB role fprm
e L

.

Success was. more likely when the IL used e\pertise

compiex.seii/ef dnfluentes.

to persuade others’ to."internalize",the project, sharing decié&ons ahd tasks
- “" - °
democratically, accessing resoutces to buy shared planning/development_time,

~. ,
N 74 E2

;acce@ting aocountability for success, and benefiting from central'office

4& ' N

.

S?PPOrt thatﬁias neither.bureaucratic nor so_distant as.to strékchfii autonomy~

. R X . . - . .
- - . - I . . - i

. 7 " o PO R : Lo

.o Y

into alienagiop. & - - g N
: _F o : . - . c.

L4

Y ) T S

Mo -

. Accomplistments - v o~ . L7 /- |

R

SRR Accomplﬂshments are examined in tWo areas: IL ﬁr”f’ésional achievement

: N 7 . .
N oM . 7 5. PRNEERN 7 . o [ - \ - R - y .

-

and projectmsucces . . : - . : S
’ \ oW 4 -9 - . . N

.

'Piéféééiéﬁél aéﬁiéi'i’étﬁéﬁt . Bach IL increased inowiedgé and s11ls_thycugh

~ /
. - : *

involvement“in the proagcts, not only in terms of the model adopted but aJso

.

<

*

.’\ I . U
authoritarién styl?yor was- funttioninégin an environment of bureauc tic

-«

(across all projects) and was We11~received In compa’ison. monitbring was f‘

.

complia'ri'ce Al] TLs valued. the opportunity to interact wi§~ other’ educatofs;‘ )

’

and were proud of their ihvolvement iﬁ the projects.fi r . v

.S : o
~ Projeetgsueeess— The efféctiveness of t/g projects was défined as thé“

&

T

extent to which their distric 's stated objectives were ﬁéEﬁ Tabie 3 presencs -

B - r .

a list of the objectives spéci ied by the,eight projects, ‘the number. of o

“ - L
projectg w&ich included each'objective in their ocat_pians andsthe number of
] ]

projects which successfuiiy aclompiished eaqh objective. ’As cam. be seen 1n‘;~

~ ¢ C s

[ . . R ~ ‘ : “ T \

cw ) ) - an . L. ) . .. Lo .
~ - RCIEEN . - - - . . N o
to v : ! v TR S
- ) - . .

.
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Table ER "improving teacher quality and "improving attitudes” were the two

-

.most popular local obJectives, specified by all eight prOjects.‘ Seven of thé
cight projects were able to accomplish these objectiVes to varying degreess

1n the one project where neither one of these objectives was accomg=-

R R -
lished, the IL’ functioned bureaucratically, f0cusing on thq[major obJective I//

i“'ﬁhiéh;éas o comptle a list of instructional strategies that would ircrease
N 4 . -

—“tiﬁe;onftasﬁ at the secondary 1evel (the TV model was adapted to fit this
purpoge) This objective was not afcomplished either because the central

office director lost interest 1n the project during the second year but stiil

lmaintained ultimate authority. As a risult the teachers became uncertain as

) to the purpose and bﬁhefits of the»project and the IL was able only to coordi~

,,,,, J
””te the time—onﬁtask observations (data- collection with little purpose);
Increasing student achievement was the next most popﬁlér'ohjective; with:
seven ‘projects specifying it in their local -glans. Only fzym of the prdjEcts
\were;able to provide data to show that this objectﬂVe had been accompitshed.
R . 7 . -
. R . R
Tablej' (1 ,
Accomplishment of Objectives’Spécified in Local Plans
: L . o - " N M ' o
Objective . ' C s - Planned Accomplished
N e — R < |
teacher ﬁﬁality Y knowledge™ and sﬁilii 8 s 7
b * ) o . L ,,.,'-,-:”'j:“ ‘ o ) -
Tfacher pércéption of self and others , 8 7 '
Student achievement = S 4
- o ot o ' » ;
Expansion . ‘ : 6 5 '
{ ' P B S -
staff- development/capacity buildingﬁa 2 d > 2
iTeam building and school recognition ' i 52 v R » 2
Research project - ' 1 0 .

4

1



" enced tests, and coursetgrades. ﬁvidence of student aéhiéGéﬁéﬁE’ﬁég ﬁéé?‘

_timé respdnsibiiity for coordinating the project within the pilot school and

‘by the SEA for inservice credit. In addttton to in—state efforts, she

achievement. When 1oca1 zians were'being made; the school was i {ts§ first

~ . L 4 ’ s
. .
(S

These data included Scorés on standardized and teacher-made criterion refer-

¥

impressive in those projects that used the. model consistently across the

entire school year with a high degree of fiitlity.' In- the three pro1ects thec

;o

did not provfde data on student achiQVement, teacherq reported perceptions bf :

- during year two. FiVé of tl’ié éii}’( p’t’o’j’ecté did expand. Four of these five

proJects were 1ighthguse schools whose major-criterion for expanston was;'
. -
project suc cess. In the fifth project, district-wide implementation of the

L

s R
- modél was am LEA priority evenfbefore the SITIP program was introduced; P

. §taf§ developme%tfcapacity buildtng was an objecgive in two pro1ects.

Coa .

These projects were both successful in effectiveiy orienttng and trainin"
N ;

1argé nimber of educatots 1n the model* In one project; the 1L was gf v'eh' full

the LFA he trained a large number of educators both within her school and

district ags\in~other)LEAs. She also designed a workshop whxch was" approved

A\l .

-

presented the projeq; at out-of—state conferences.. In the other capacity .
a - r, - t .

building_groject the lL was a classroom teacher,'managing the pro1ect in .

P

add1tion to classroom duties; which 1imited his ability to stead the project'

especially bey8§§ the district's bou aries. - : . -

v In two pro ects (both implemented within the same. school but with ;"é

"ifff rent teams of teachers), team.building and school recognition were

"‘;?’, ' .

project objectives in addition to_ teacher quality and attitudes and student
¢

/

e n el T b
*ﬁir of operation. .The p incipal elected to participate ifi the QITIP program '

2

=g



and . to mplement two models (Student Team Learning and T!ﬁching Variables) for\

fthe purpoq% of enhancing teacher interaction and cooperation] In order to
: A )
accomplish this pyrpose, teachers were selected gﬁfmanage the proiect and were

successful in bringing about teacher untty and school recognition, 1fi addition
“ \/ 7 <
to accomplishing the otheﬁ\ roject objegtives. . . -

In gerferal, thelprojects with tedchers as ILs were successful {n

accomiplishing the majority of their project's objectives. Six projects had a

high a&%ree of succeggaéccomplishing all their Ssiﬁétiéég,f One praject

. & S i . :
- accomplished all but one -of, ifts objectives (moderate success). -ThiS'objéc:'
€. .t,,_ “

tive was inc’eased studen;thhievement which often\takes several yéars to

accomplish especially when the model is not:being used consistently throughout

.

" the year (which was” the case in this project). One progect\had low success.:

: Although this project accomplished two out of four objectives, the objectives._”

~ - -

were accomplished with: oniy a small numggi of the teachers that were the HoSt

_",directly_lnvglved with the project.: , e - R

.

. . . .

“-

_ Summary and Conclusions
Y ) — = '

.

This study has found several factors or conditipns related to the guccess

éffb?§— These factots]conditions are summarized here in the form of - *
. . ¢ . . "_ . . " '*Lf : -
recommendationsl = . ' S 7/ e
° - * - :\ . / . B g; o i

For a teacher to be succes sful as an IL implementation tn the first year
'qhould be limited to the teacher chool preferably in one or two grades in

-one subject area at the elementary le&_l, with a team Qf teachers at the
J%yiddle school Jevel or within a single egartment at the high school level

%hé teachers involved in the project should be given time to plan and deveiop

.
- N

- " N . . .
¢ - ', - -

‘* In two of the. six projects the accomplishment of increased student achieve-"
ment; was based pn teachers“ preceptions and not sﬂident test(data.
‘ - "T ’ P 7 ) - . - et M .

Y]
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o “v .
given subject for a given grade or class. Thi* s”gg’s 8 that ILs work with
N \)_‘
.other teachers on planning and development-in blocks of time e g., during the

>

summer vacation. Also, teachersfneed comiion planning time to, review~and -
improve "pilot" Version materials. S . _
in order to have a genise of ownershfp'of the project and to develop the
o~ . : (. B o . o . ‘_7 o " '7 R R .'—. R o R
necessary expertise, the IL should be 1involved in the project from the initial
phases of planning afd training. Early and continuous-participation helps
' foster the commitment and accountability which are characteristics of . ° W
I : ~ - '
successful ILs. - - .
' - P

/

To manage the project within his or'h%r own school, the IL dgfs not need

-~
);-térhave é poéition of authority (e'g;;‘department;head); but does need exper-
tige ini the model and the: principal's acknowledgement and support.‘ Hoﬁe;er,'
2 ! - - C- ' .
1f the IL is responsiblg for expanding ‘the model ‘to other sites, centrai

office Qupport is essential ‘The a{pport from administrators shouid be

»

democratic and programmatic rather than authoritarian and bureaucratic. The-

\

lattet type of support leads to compliant instead of cooperative work efforts.

-
f i

'? fhe leadership style of an effective teacher 1eader-is democratic

-

°

1

allowing other»teachersnto participate in decision—making, treatIng teacherq :

with coijeagieaiity and mutual respect, and sharing reaponsibiiity for progect
succeas:j;fﬁe,major types of behaviors engaged in by successful fhs are V
R ~— =~ * )
ini&iating and/piecing out tasks rather than maintaining tasks assigned tos

- -

’ ;Eﬁéa by administrators: . ~ ; A e
. , L : L ¢ S ? 7
The two key tasks péffofﬁéd by ILs are training and Ebééﬁiﬁg 6thér

teachers implementing the innovation. ILs need credibility (expertise or a

positioﬁ of anthority) and principal support to be sﬁccesafﬁl trainers/coaches,

—— ° - . -
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°

in their own scﬁool, and must also have central nffice gupport (e g5 acknow-

" dist ict and in other LEAs. T Lo . S - 7;
Tp a lesser degree, ILs also develop materials and monitor the pro1ects,
o~ ‘,
--,Ea§g§ dﬂich are more directly influe?ced by the nature of the innovition
: '

(e;g;; ML requires more materials devélopment while TV requires more
aaﬁitaiiﬁgs. In order to monitor effectid%iy, the IL must have credihility

. aﬁa a monitoring style",that\ia\gf\sn assistance rather than an evaluative

’
1

nature. - 7
Linking, which is also a task performed by teacher leaders, is related to

[

the lévél of authority of the It. Publicizing is related to the importance’ ..

o

given to project expansion by cEntral office and their willingness to give the

o EN
. ILs the time necessary to perform this task. - However, in some cases enthusi-

re

astici.ILs make qhe success'o Eh eir projects Rnown with or without administra-

s
. - . . -

tive support. S ‘,' g ;i v ,p - o T

/ - 5. * ;__ “ ,7‘ - ‘s ' -
The key characteristtcs of successfuI ILs are: expertise in and enthn—

- %
siasm for the innov%tion, abiiity in democratic leadership anﬂ'management of -

v
~

planned change, and energy and perseverance to ensire im' ementation without?

use of authority (position power) ILs appéar tagfind rewards in project

’ A

) succe_‘ im "doingﬁa good job," in involvemegt in another aspect of the

-L

™ ,'_,

A 'profession (beyond direct student—teacher interaction),'and in intengcting

with:other teachers about: instructional'improvement.

z?h;' Aaﬁiﬁiééiiéivé support for IL siccess includes. aékﬁawiéagéaéﬁt and

approvalzof effort and accomplishments, logistical assistance to. arrange for

&

common planning time and materials, and carefully applied positive pressure

. -
H (especially on teachers outside the IL's domain) to encourage participation.

’.
P>

i -
-t

Ly
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Administrators may also provide 1ncéntives such as arrsnging for Ils of

E"e"l chools or districts to meet together and‘share experiences‘or to

present ‘their projects to outside audiences.-

This study .has’ looked at t e broader role of:the teacher as an an instfﬁé—
] \ ‘ '
tionél leader’ Teachers can be effective ILs 1f. certain 'kinds of" condition

éré present; The role 'of the teecher leader identified in the present study .

;F

T

N N

should be of interest to researchers involved in school improvement and
planned change, and to LEA admintsttators at both dtstrict and school levels

who are trying to find elternative ways of distribnting workloaﬁs ‘among thelr

\\
ment in plenning, decision-making, trafntng. and problem—solving. Allowing ‘

teachers to expand their roles beyond the classroom may be a way to improve :

* -

- ]
. teacher quatity and to attract Bnd retain qﬁslifi a people in educétion.

'é. <L ;

é»: A ~€%."
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